REMARKS 



This Amendment is being filed in response to the Office Action mailed February 
15. v Elf* arc .t. I fx 1 <> i n this present an ^ k r bunts « and 

\ >e amendments Vppl , nt\ . c * * needing 
st iuI cove Iheehtdan i>L\pn.vn ola n 
- - y , ation Applicant n : \. v >,_a t r-\. 

the claims as originally Hied and other claims in one or more confine ttion 01 divisional 
■ \ ' 

L CLAM REJECTIONS: 35 U.S.C. § .1 12 

Claims 3, 11, 12, 15 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
} <>f «. ' i ! a c i a in * i '1 u s i N > I ; i k" 

\ k same 'Java 2 Enterprise I nun- i h < also 

maintains claims 12 and 16 both contain the limitation "EIB," and the claimed subject 
i kx i < ik i irly clear the meaning of EJB. 

m a- . id; a> expedite prosecution. Applicants ha\e aniv id 5 , 

appropriate to change "Java 2 Enterprise Edition" and "EJB" to -web based 
programming language-. The terminology "web ha-ed cn-j<ro?.wmv:t » tU 

<- 1 dc.^Eo j t\ a " t s s Omoo and I IB. In view of this amendment, 
Vppiv-i \ «. i i ui tise .elections u claims 3, 11, 12 f 15 and 16 be 



CLAIM REJECTIONS: 35 11.&C § 102(e) 

at i rnd rejected mdet 55 U.S.C. § 5 

ticipafed fo U.S. Patent V. p seation 2004/0059946 by Price. 

\pnl «. s erse the 35 I'.S.C. § BC(o» aiecnon o?\ ns 

d EE as set. forth below. The following remarks are for independent claim 1 but apply 
■ analog. JihouyE not „, s > * „ \ v b a; v f n j \ - ! , hi 
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Amended Claim 1 now recites: 



processing environment, comprising: 

\ < „ rem in :r t, , rmr unit < urn v • r i t v ^ - {< t a 
distributed nu-iw mi a? el meeturcn 

at least one application executable by said first, resource management host; 

* '-cm system executing m said o\so e roan aemait 

host; 

5 i i ! sou' . , 

e ^ < _ 1 „ , K > t _ t . ; > , a» s 

- ^> xl » \ 1 

{ i » i N , - 

i , ed with said client s tu i o ^ 

received by si ( 1 esc era st in response (o a re at 

system to receive application hosting services, said application hosting services including 
executing said « least ore application on behalf of said client system; 

wherein said dynamic policy assignment system performs: 

receiving said request at said first resource management host 
based upon a profile ID and atask name associated with said 
application profile, selecting at least one of said plurality of policies .for an application 
instance related to said request; 

!<■ ot si < p n < o su 

p ! it i 3 

ew i I at a on boh « o! so o *.mu* sw * and 

bang.na > , il ^.n, ot sa u >lm > 1 



i in. ! - 'bee Aonoo as vn ; that ' teaches a s>s- : em for pn-Aauc , >\is u 
' c i J uted processing environmei i 

poiky assignment system performs: "based upon a profile ID and task, name associated 
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vi s > i file, selec ing it least a e < 1 sai pint wMcies fo 

PpHc v lata req s. (< iting page 2, paragraj * > 

^ ( J k < h t C twv x o i k * art 1 ^ 

terms service name, application name and business rule name identify a particular 
service 31, application 32 and business rule 33 for performing the request and the 
r^iUK \ ciud \ cmificjtios lat; up * 1 i xh request nd 

other information used in association with the request." Price Ms to disclose or suggest 
* 5 ,f st> * v - -> !u v so est esouree manager .cr\ <»s ^ \>k > .ea> ,> . 

d.d chert svslu 

s {> 1 0 ; . p i] * o 

1 c v „ claim I. 

Since Price mils to show all the features recited in claim C Price fails to anticipate 
* iain) 1 Vceordi 5gly, claim 1 is considered allowable over Price. Independent claims 9 
and 13 recite similar features as claim 1 and are considered allowable for at least the 
same reasons. 

Claims 2-8, 10-12. and 14-16 depend ultimately from claims L 9, and 13, 
respectively, and are considered allowable for at least the same reasons. 

HI. CLAIM REJECTIONS: 35 U.S.G § 103(a) 

Claims 2, 10 and 14 stand rejected under 35 C S C * . v , v v> n. 

unpatentable over Price in view of U.S. Patent 7,076,562 by Singhal et al. (Singhal). 
Claims 3, II and 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 

and t lather m < 

admitted prior an. 

>s ^ ^ w j< >, ' wi ntcimeuntn g _u ^ \p\ | 
admitted prior art relates to a Java 2 Enterprise Edition environment Nowhere in Singhal 
or i« >plican 1 idmitted prior art is there a disclosure s o: of a 

«. I ^ l V O i \ V. Jv. t I J < 

^ " 2> = fo ,v - ^ it j s J s _j J , , s i >v unx<- 

,st " wa s< 1 ^ N '2 «v i.o i aie :aap]vd <\p h tes 

as set forth in claim 1. Thus, Singhal and Applicants' alleged admitted prior art lad to 
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claim L are c v I ble over a combinat s ol " ^ S applicants 
alleged admitted prior art, 

Claims 9 and 13 recite similar features as claim I. Therefore, claims 1 0-1 1 and 
14-15, which respectively depend from claims 9 and 13, are considered allowable over 

' > v ^ "> s t v I,!!' L ) d>' t ! 

IV. CONCLUSION 

in view of the above, it is respectfully submitted that this application, is in 
^ 5 v v ' cspcam i» san-i . , 0 x 

allowed a.n< th Notk o \liowancc be issued if the Ex* i x no th i a 
telephone conference with the Applicants' attorneys would k advantae ous to she 
disposition v\ tins c:^e, i *. urc bxaminer is encouraged to telephone the undersigned, 

th e v as j addii onal charges \v>th respeel to this Amen 
please charge them to Deposit Account No. 09-0463. 



Respectfully submitted, 
CANTOR COLBUIIN LLP 

/I /? /I 




Registration No.: 41,385 
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